Metacognitive reflection raising the students' strategic awareness is being given increasing importance in classsroom research into socially co-constructed, self-regulated learning. This reflection can be promoted through metacognitive questionnaires (MQs) enabling learners to verbalize such reflection and being progressively introduced in undergraduate foreign language teaching (Arumí and Cañada 2005) , interpreter training (Arumí 2006) and translator training (Fernández and Zabalbeascoa 2012) . Research into the use of MQs by students from different subjects seems, thus, sufficiently well established for researchers to start addressing the effectiveness of MQs, including the perceived adequacy of their questions and how to improve on them, where necessary.
Introduction
Metacognitive reflection raising the students' strategic awareness is being given increasing importance in classsroom research into socially co-constructed, self-regulated learning. This reflection can be promoted through metacognitive questionnaires (MQs) enabling learners to verbalize such reflection and being progressively introduced in undergraduate foreign language teaching (Arumí and Cañada 2005) , interpreter training (Arumí 2006 ) and translator training (Fernández and Zabalbeascoa 2012) . Research into the use of MQs by students from different subjects seems, thus, sufficiently well established for researchers to start addressing the effectiveness of MQs, including the perceived adequacy of their questions and how to improve on them, where necessary.
The present study deals precisely with the redesign of post-translation MQs used by trainees to self-evaluate their translating, a function of strategic subcompetence for trainees (as distinguished by Fernández and Zabalbeascoa, forthcoming) . Post-translation MQs were ongoingly redesigned as needed, on the basis of students' feedback and the teacher's perceptions, in the course of a pedagogical intervention intended to develop trainees' strategic subcompetence. Our study analyses why questions in the post-translation MQs did or did not need to be redesigned so as to become metacognitively more effective. The relevance of the resulting redesign procedures lies, in our opinion, in the fact that they may well be applied to subjects other than translator or interpreter training in which strategic awareness is instrumental.
Conceptual framework
Metacognition and strategic subcompetence for trainees Metacognition, a concept coined by Flavell (1979) , refers to the knowledge and regulation of one′s cognitive activities. Hence the distinction between declarative metacognition, what learners can verbalize about their cognition (Pozo et al. 2001: 26) , and procedural metacognition, the processes by which they can make this verbalization possible (ibid.), i.e., planning, monitoring and evaluating (see Wenden 1999: 437) .
These three processes lie at the core of strategic subcompetence for translator trainees, a concept developed by Fernández and Zabalbeascoa (2012: 742) and applying to teaching in the early stages of translator training. This concept takes as a starting point the concept of strategic subcompetence as defined by PACTE in terms of professional translating.
According to PACTE, strategic subcompetence is the most relevant of all subcompetences which make up translation competence (PACTE 2008: 106) . This is the mainly procedural expert knowledge system which is needed to translate and which comprises several interrelated subcompetences: bilingual, extra-linguistic and instrumental and strategic (ibid. 107).
The relevance of strategic subcompetence lies in the fact that "it creates links between the different subcompetences [of translation competence], as it controls the translation process" (ibid. 107). It is "procedural knowledge to guarantee the efficiency of the translation process" (ibid. 106) and is made up of the following functions:
to plan the process and carry out the translation project […] to evaluate the process and the partial results obtained in relation to the final purpose, to activate the various subcompetences and compensate for any shortcomings and to identify translation problems and apply procedures to solve them (PACTE 2008: 107) The functions of strategic subcompetence for trainees are the result of reconsidering the cited functions and of introducing new ones, so as to promote strategic awareness metacognitively.
Strategic subcompetence for trainees comprises, therefore, the functions of planning, monitoring and self-evaluating, as well as the function of activating the various subcompetences.
The first three functions are successive stages of the trainees metacognitive reflection on their translating, which enable them to verbalise certain aspects of this reflection. Two of these aspects, identifying translation problems and justifying their solutions to these problems by referring to successful strategies, can be considered additional functions of strategic subcompetence for trainees. They apply mainly, though not exclusively, to the trainees' selfevaluating of their translating and prove strategically relevant, in that both raise the students' awareness of the decision-making process inherent to translating, a process of which they may not always be sufficiently aware.
The socially shared development of strategic subcompetence for trainees through metacognitive questionnaires Strategic subcompetence for trainees is developed in a socially-shared way within a community of apprentices. The members of this community co-construct knowledge by using the scaffolding provided not only by the teacher, but also by their peers. By 'scaffolding' we understand the help "which will enable a learner to accomplish a task which he would not have been quite able to manage on his own" (Kiraly 2000: 46) .
Trainees carry out collaboratively the authentic activities of professional translators, thereby acquiring socially-shared expertise, following a typical three-stage process. According to Anderson (1990: 258-260) this process starts when novices develop a declarative knowledge of the skill. They can then recognize and address deficits. Finally, these actions become increasingly automated, as a more procedural knowledge emerges.
The process leading trainees to expertise through the development of their strategic subcompetence can be encouraged by using MQs. These are mediation instruments that include a series of more or less open-ended questions (cf. Esteve & Arumí 2006: 164) that mostly revolve around strategic subcompetence and that can raise trainees' strategic awareness, thereby nurturing incipient expertise.
MQs break the process by which trainees learn how to translate strategically into more easily manageable chunks. Students deal with the mental actions involved either individually or in groups, by writing down their answers in order to clarify their ideas and improve their reasoning. MQs can be used by students to plan, monitor or self-evaluate their translating, as well as to assess their own learning.
Following Arumí (2009: 156) , we consider that MQs have two principal aims: to progressively transfer the control and consciousness of educational activities to the trainees and to promote in them intermental dialogue (in social exchange with others) and intramental dialogue (in their own minds) as established by Vygotsky (1978: 42) .
The first aim involves incorporating MQs in task sequences, so as to allow for reflective learning based on relevant challenges promoting the acquisition of strategic subcompetence.
This happens as students engage in a process leading them to cognitive emancipation and, thus, to increased self-regulated learning.
The second aim involves providing trainees with appropriate feedback according to their responses to the MQs, especially if these lead them to awareness of their strong and/or weak points. In turn, student feedback on the MQs can also enhance the process of knowledge coconstruction, by helping the teacher to (re)design them so as to meet the students' evolving needs.
The study

Setting
This study was conducted in a general German-Spanish translation course at the Universitat Pompeu Fabra, Barcelona, in the academic year [2007] [2008] . The course was made up of two parts, each one lasting ten weeks and consisting of three modules. In addition, the course included two weekly face-to-face sessions in workshop format, with an extra two hours' autonomous work per week outside the classroom.
The course was addressed to first-year students with no previous translator instruction and was regularly attended by 15 students (of 20 enrolled). Their level of German was rather heterogeneous, lying, as a rule, slightly below the level of the texts to be translated, which was A2/B1 (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages).
Pedagogical intervention
The research was the result of a pedagogical intervention primarily aimed at promoting the trainees' strategic subcompetence, represented by the functions of planning and self-evaluating their translating, as well as their competence to self-evaluate their learning. This intervention involved the use in sequence of three types of MQs: pre-translation; post-translation; and endmodule.
Pre-translation MQs (see appendix) were given to students before each translation assignment to help them plan their translating before the source text was shown on the basis of the brief provided by the teacher. The questions, all open-ended, targeted pragmatic features of the source text and the prospective target text, as well as foreseeable translation problems and how they might be solved. They were answered in the group, with the teacher providing the necessary scaffolding, including additional information, to be read after class, on the most significant problems and their possible solutions.
Post-translation MQs, which aimed at helping students to self-evaluate their translating, were presented after each translation. They were made up of three types of question: 'yes-no', open-ended and 'yes-no' followed by open ended. These questions focused on how students had proceeded in translating a text, as well as on translation problems and justifying their solutions. They were answered by the students in writing out of class, before they had submitted the corresponding translation assignment to the teacher for correction. The teacher commented on the post-translation MQs, also in writing, before handing them back along with the corrected translations, which were then discussed in class.
End-module MQs (see appendix) were aimed at helping students to self-evaluate their learning at the end of each three-week module as mediated by pre-and post-translation MQs.
They consisted of either open-ended questions or 'yes-no' questions followed by open-ended questions, on the usefulness of these two types of MQs and on how they might be improved for future editions. End-module MQs were worked on after all pre-translation MQs in the module had been dealt with and after all translations in the module had been submitted for correction along with their corresponding post-translation MQs. End-module MQs were answered in writing by the students and commented on likewise by the teacher before being handed back.
Data collection and corpus of the study As the study deals with the redesigning of MQs in relation to the trainees' self-evaluation of their translating, only post-translation MQs were considered. More specifically, the study focuses only on those used in the second module of each of the two parts of the course, to be referred to henceforth as module 2 and module 5. This is for two reasons.
Firstly, in these two modules post-translation MQs were more frequently used than in any other module, as the number of texts that they applied to was also higher. In module 1, students translated none, owing to the introductory character of this module, and in modules 3, 4 and 6, they translated only one long text as a collaborative translation project. Students translated three short texts in module 2 and two in module 5, thereby answering an equal number of posttranslation MQs. The five texts translated in modules 2 and 5 were the registration conditions of a language course (text 1), the description of the school organising the course (text 2), a piece from a short autobiographical story (text 3), a piece from a text on German recent history (text 4), and a piece from the script of the German film "The Life of Others" (text 5). Secondly, these two modules lay sufficiently apart from each other to make possible a study on such redesigning from one part of the course to the other. Thus, the data chosen for research were the students' answers to the following two types of MQs: 
Data analysis
The data analysis was carried out regarding each student's answer as a unit of analysis, with each dealt with differently, depending on which of the three following question types it applied to:
1. In the case of 'yes-no' questions, we merely took into account the respective 'yes' and 'no' answers; 2. In the case of open-ended questions, we applied first a thematic analysis to identify all items. Then, we grouped thematically related items into categories by cross-examining the data following a recursive process of abstraction and generalization, "partly based on participants perspectives and partly based on our own interpretation" (Creswell 2001: 20) .
Finally, we labelled the common core of the trainees' answers. This was done through students' key-words, whenever possible, as illustrated by the answer category 'consulting parallel texts' applying to the question 'What recommendations would you give to a peer having to translate this source text or an instance of the textual genre that it belongs to?'.
Other answer-categories, though, were labelled in terms more distantly echoing the essence of the students' answers, as illustrated by the answer-categories 'general style conventions' and 'using the conventional equivalent' related to the twofold question 'what translation problems do you think you have adequately solved and why?'.
3. In the case of 'yes-no' questions followed by an open-ended question, we successively applied the procedures described for each one of these two question types.
Research questions and research approach
The study is guided by the following closely related research questions:
1. What are the causes explaining the perceived inadequacy of the questions in the posttranslation MQs for modules 2 and 5 that were submitted to ongoing redesign?; 2. What procedures applied to this redesign?;
3.
What was the effect of this redesign on the students' self-evaluation of their translating?
The study follows the premises of qualitative research, in that "the researcher is an instrument of data collection who gathers words […] , analyzes them inductively […] and describes a process" (Creswell 2001: 14) . However, we prefer to call our approach 'interpretive', following Arumí (2006: 180) , as our study does not exclude quantification and considers data on a quantitative basis.
We carried out a case-study of a group of students as they took part in the course described in 3.2. In so doing, we applied an ethnographic methodology. We consider it the natural methodology for interpreting educational reality, owing to its emphasis on: empirical data; different levels of meanings; and comprehension of a process. So as to ensure intersubjective plausibility, we used investigator triangulation.
Results and discussion
In presenting and discussing the results of the research, we will deal with the post-translation Post-translation MQs for module 2 In the post-translation MQ for text 1, the first part of question 1 was mostly answered with 'yes'. The most frequent answer to the second part of this question was, though, 'new vocabulary', which was twice as frequently referred to as information related to the subject matter of the text.
In the post-translation MQ for text 2, the percentage of 'yes'-answers slightly fell in relation to the post-translation MQ for text 1. Information to do with the subject matter of the text was, though, as frequently mentioned as 'new vocabulary', while 'other issues' was half as frequent as both.
Wishing to counteract such a decreasing trend and to raise the frequency of information related to the subject matter, the teacher decided to reword question 1, so that students could meet the aim missed previously, possibly owing to the too general wording of the question.
Thus, in the post-translation MQ for text 3 the general term 'subject matter', as object of the mental action of the first part of question 1, was replaced by its specific manifestation in text 3, 'the German campaign against the Soviet Union'.
Information related to this specific subject matter was significantly more frequently mentioned than information related to the general subject matter in the two previous texts. This happened to a greater extent from text 2 to text 3 than from text 1 to text 2. This allows the statement that the modified version of question 1 more adequately targeted the intended aim, despite the percentage of 'yes' answers reaching its lowest level. Question 2 was also made up of a 'yes-no' question followed by an open-ended question. It asked students if they had consulted any information source and, if so, which, thereby assessing the application of the instrumental subcompetence, "predominantly procedural knowledge related to the use of documentation resources and information and communication technologies applied to translation." (PACTE 2008: 106) .
In the case of text 1, such sources were resorted to with a considerable frequency, which became notably higher in the case of text 2. 'Parallel texts given by the teacher' and 'parallel texts sought for by the students' were the two most frequent answer-categories in the posttranslation MQs for both texts. If considered together, these categories result in a frequency for parallel texts of 53.2% for text 1 and 85.8% for text 2. Parallel texts were, thus, the information source most frequently consulted in translating the conventionalized textual genres of which both texts were instances.
Although such results conformed to the expected outcome, the teacher reworded question 2 in the post-translation MQ for text 3, to make it coherent both with the modified version of question 1 in this questionnaire and with the non-conventionalized character of text 3. As a consequence, in the post-translation MQ for text 3, the consultation of information sources was related to the subject matter of this text as redefined in question 2, with parallel texts not being mentioned.
The most frequent answer-category was 'the Internet', followed at a considerable distance by 'other written or oral sources'. The percentage resulting from adding these two answercategories together, though, lies significantly below the percentage for parallel texts taken as a whole in the post-translation MQ for text 2, and only slightly above the percentage for parallel text taken as a whole in the post-translation MQ for text 1. Thus, it cannot be consistently stated that modifying question 2 involved a remarkable improvement in relation to its intended aim Question 3 consisted of a 'what' and 'why' part, addressing, respectively, the identification of translation problems adequately solved and the justification of their solutions.
As for the identification of translation problems, 12 categories of problems adequately solved emerged from the students' answers to the 'what' part of question 3, as shown in Table   3 . More generalizable, strategically more relevant problems (problem-categories 1, 2 and 5) ranked above less generalizable, strategically less relevant problems (problem-categories 3, 4, 6 and 7). In turn, both were more frequent than the remaining problem-categories, translation strategies quoted from the students which appear, for this reason, in inverted commas (problem-categories 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12).
The strategically more relevant problem-categories 'general style conventions' and 'genrespecific expressions' were those with the two highest identification-frequencies. They represent, respectively, the textual markers characteristic of different textual genres with the same communicative function and the recurrent text segments characteristic of a specific textualgenre and, as such, share a conventionalized character accounting for their generalizability.
Their salient frequency and strategic relevance enable, thus, the assumption that question 3 adequately targeted the identification of translation problems.
With regard to the justification of the solutions for translation problems, its frequency for each problem-category is shown in Table 3 in italics. For reasons of space, only the most frequent justification-category for each problem-category is featured in this table also in italics, with its frequency appearing in brackets. This means five different justification-categories, mostly translation strategies, out of the thirteen that result from the students' answers.
The justification-frequency for the solutions of problem-categories, as considered without distinguishing among justification-categories, reveals a clear correlation with its corresponding identification-frequency. Strategically more relevant problem-categories present a higher frequency for the justification of their solutions than strategically less relevant. These, in turn have more frequently justified solutions than those corresponding to translation strategies taken for translation problems. Within strategically more relevant problem-categories, general style conventions' and 'genre-specific expressions' were the two whose solutions were most frequently justified.
As for justification-categories, 'using the conventional equivalent' was both the most frequent and the translationally most relevant. It ranked first not only in the case of two strategically more relevant problems-categories, 'general style conventions' and 'genre-specific expressions', but also in the case of one strategically less relevant problem-category, 'vocabulary'. The most frequent justification-category for the solutions of each of the remaining problem-categories was translationally relevant too, with the exception of the justificationcategory for problems related to syntax, 'thinking of previous solutions for the same problem', which is a metacognitive strategy. On the basis of these results, it can be stated that question 3 adequately helped students to justify the solution for the problems identified leading them to refer to successfully applied translation strategies. Making the text persuasive for the target text-receiver 25
Having a good command of the appropriate vocabulary 6.2
Maintaining the author's personal style 52.9
Getting background information on the author 29.4
Reading carefully the source text for spotting irony 5.9 TOTAL 100 100
Question 4 Such recommendations were addressed to peers having to translate the same source text or an instance of the textual genre to which it belonged. This -at least potentially-intermental reflection favoured procedural reflection, as students, placed in the "expert" role within a community of apprentices answered question 4 in the post-translation MQ for text 2 in a way according to the intended aim. They referred in all cases to successfully applied strategies, with the most frequent being also the translationally most relevant ones. In text 2, the two most numerous were 'consulting parallel texts' and 'not translating literally', both reminiscent of the most frequent justification-category in question 3, i.e. 'using the conventional equivalent'. The third most numerous strategy cited in question 4, 'making the text persuasive for the target textreceiver', was, in turn, reminiscent of a strategy presented as a problem in question 3, namely "fulfilling the target text-receiver's expectations".
Given those results, question 4 was left unchanged in the post-translation MQ for text 3, whose answers confirmed the successful outcome for text 2. In text 3, the three most numerous strategies were 'maintaining the author's personal style', 'getting background information on the author' and 'not translating literally'. The first of these did coincide with the justification-category of the same name in question 3, whilst the last was reminiscent of the justification-category 'using the conventional equivalent' also cited in question 3. In the post-translation MQ for text 3, question 6.2 foresaw no explicit interaction with another person, given the minor relevance of the receiver's figure in that text. Trainees were asked to check the style and the "dramatic" effect of their translation simply by reading it aloud, which also adequately led them to meet the intended aim. In the post-translation MQ for text 3 the frequency of the 'yes' answers was considerably higher than in the post-translation MQ for text 2, whereas the 'not-answered' reduced practically by half and the 'no' answers to zero. The percentage of 'yes' answers which included comments also increased remarkably. So, more modestly, did the percentage of 'yes' answers for question 6.1, a percentage which grew steadily from text 2 onwards, probably as a consequence of introducing question 6.2.
Post-translation MQs for module 5
The post-translation MQs for module 5 were the result of redesigning the post-translation MQs for module 2 on the basis of the trainees' feedback, as combined with the teacher's insights.
This feedback was provided by the students' answers to questions 4 and 5 in the end-module MQ for module 2 (see Tables 9 and 10) . Question 4 applied to questions in the post-translation MQs for this module that students would ask themselves automatically in the future. Question 5 had to do with questions worth omitting from future post-translation MQs. Revision for coherence and comprehensibility (question 5) 23.6
Revision for style (question 6) 11.7
Subject of the source text (question 1) 11.7
Information sources (question 2) 11.7
Recommendations for peers (question 4) 11.7 NO 17.9
NOT ANSWERED 11.7 TOTAL 100 70.4
As shown in Table 9 all questions in the post-translation MQs for module 2, apart from question 2 (information sources), were meant to be questions that the students would automatically ask themselves in the future. As for Table 10 , all questions in the post-translation MQs for module 2 were regarded as worth omitting from future post-translation MQs, with the exception of question 3 (problems adequately solved).
This question was the only one not to be suppressed from the post-translation MQs for module 2. Simply renumbered as question 1, it went unchanged into the post-translation MQs for module 5 owing to its proven metacognitive effectiveness. This effectiveness was probably due to the fact that it presented the students with an open task enabling them to self-determine the problems adequately solved and that it asked them to justify the solution for these problems.
The rest of the questions in the post-traslation MQs for module 2 were done without in module 5, as by the end of module 2 students had regarded them both as dispensable and as already automated. In the case of question 2, the only one whose mental action was not perceived as taken in by the students, the teacher confidently assumed that in module 5 they would resort on their own to information sources, since they had been doing so in carrying out the collaborative translation projects in modules 3 and 4.
Only in the case of the revision of the ongoing translation for coherence and comprehensibility, as well as for style respectively targeted by questions 5 and 6 in the posttranslation MQs for module 2, did the teacher not conform to the students' perceptions. Instead, he let prevail the insight that the assessment of the bilingual subcompetence stemming from these two questions was worth maintaining. Thus, he decided to introduce a new question in the post-translation MQs for module 5 retargeting this assessment in a different way than questions 5 and 6 had done. This new question came to be the second in the post-translation MQs for module 5, after the renumbered question 3. As shown in Table 11 , 6 categories of identified problems emerged from the students answers
to the 'what' part of question 3 in the post-translation MQs for module 5. These problemcategories were half as many as in module 2. These problem-categories were half as many as in module 2, despite question 1 in the post-translation MQs for module 5 being actually the unchanged version of question 3 in the post-translation MQs for module 2. In module 5, not a single problem-category representing a translation strategy was made out, thus providing evidence of the students' increased capacity to distinguish between actual translation problems and the strategies used for solving them.
As in module 2, more generalizable, strategically more relevant problems (problemcategories 1, 2 and 6) were more frequently identified than less generalizable, strategically less relevant problems (problem-categories 3, 4 and 5). 'General style conventions' was again the problem-category most frequently identified. It was followed by 'cultural references', whose strategic relevance lies in the fact that their successful translation involves adapting them to the expectations of the target text-receiver. Hence the adequacy of question 1 (as the unchanged version of question 3 in the post-translation MQs for module 2) in addressing the identification of translation problems.
Again, the two most frequently identified problem-categories presented also the highest justification-frequency. Similarly, the most frequent justification-category for each of these two problem-categories, 'using the conventional equivalent' was also translationally the most relevant, exactly coinciding with module 2.
In module 5 the justification-frequency for all problem-categories considered by texts This can be seen in the changes introduced and in their justification. As shown in Table 12 , the answer-category 'changes', as opposed to 'no changes', was no fur further differentiated, as concrete examples resisting categorization were mostly cited. Thus, only the identificationfrequency of changes considered as a whole is featured for each text. Conversely, the justification-frequency (in italics) applying to these changes appears differentiated by justification-categories. In the post-translation MQ for text 4, 80% of the answers reported changes introduced in the students' translations, whereas 10% did not and a further 10% included no response. From this 80%, 60% provided a justification for such changes. In the post-translation MQ for text 5, up to 92.3% of the answers referred to changes, probably because question 2 now addressed the genre-specific dialogic structure of the film-script, whereas only 7.7% of the answers did not.
Not a single student left this question unanswered.
In the post-translation MQ for text 5, the percentage of justified answers changes increased considerably, coming closer to that of changes introduced. This conforms to the behaviour of the justification-frequency considered by texts in question 1 and points to increased translational reasoning in self-evaluating the translation process, possibly as a result of the pedagogical intervention. Such an increase applies not only to questions 1 and 2 in the post-translation MQs for module 5, but also to question 3 in the post-translation MQs for module 2, if we compare the first with the last texts. Finally, as the students' answers to question 2 in the end-module MQ for module 5 reveal (see Table 13 ), the useful aspects clearly outweighed those needing improvement. These were neither related to the suppressed questions nor to the newly redesigned question 2, thereby implicitly showing the students' agreement with the teacher's redesign of the post-translation MQs for module 5. 
Conclusions
First we will deal with the three research questions guiding the study and then we will consider its three main findings.
As for the first research question, related to the causes for the perceived inadequacy of the questions redesigned, these causes had always to do with the quality of the mental action involved. They differed, though, according to whether these questions were modified, suppressed or replaced with new ones.
Questions were modified on different grounds, depending on whether they already made part of the post-translation metacognitive questionnaires (MQs) or not. The modification of questions already present in them was quantitatively-based and varied according to the question-type. 'Yes-no' questions were modified when the mental action involved was carried out with less frequency than it was not. Open-ended questions were mostly modified when the mental action expected from the students to meet the intended target was less frequently carried out than other mental actions failing to meet this target. The modification of questions incorporated into the post-translation MQs and subsequently modified was qualitatively-based and had two grounds. Firstly, the mental action involved was so specifically tailored to the particular features of a given text that it could not adequately apply to a new text if not adapted. The causes explaining why questions were replaced by new ones had both a quantitative and a qualitative character: either the mental action involved had been previously carried out with a lower frequency than it had not or it had been taken in, along the way, by the students.
With regard to the second research question, concerning the procedures applying to the ongoing redesign above, they differed depending on whether they applied to modified questions or to questions newly designed.
Procedures applying to modified questions had to do with the rewording of such questions and neatly correlated with the causes explaining their perceived inadequacy. Questions already present in the post-translation MQs were most frequently modified by making the mental action more specific, so as to promote its effect or to make it meet the intended aim. Less frequent, though equally relevant, was the procedure of asking students to consult with another learning agent, thereby favouring intermental reflection. Questions incorporated in the post-translation
MQs were subsequently modified, by merely readjusting the mental action successfully applied in the first version of such questions to the specific features of the new text.
In the case of newly designed questions, three procedures already successfully applied to the design of previous questions were used. The first consisted in getting students to engage in intermental reflection. The other two were first used in designing the only question experiencing no change from one part of the course to the other and can, thus, be regarded as the most relevant according to student feedback. They consisted in presenting trainees with open, selfdetermined tasks favouring their autonomy as learners and in making them justify their answers, thus leading them to increased translational reasoning.
With regard to the third research question, to do with the effect of the ongoing redesign of post-translation MQs on the trainees' self-evaluation of their translating, it can be stated that such effect was a positive one. With the exception of question 2 in the post-translation MQ for module 2, all other redesigned questions met the originally intended aim better than their previous versions, thereby helping students to address more adequately the subfunctions of such self-evaluation.
This study presents three main findings. The first is the relevance of using instruments for obtaining explicit feedback from students about the redesign of MQs The second is the insight that the metacognitively most significant cause for the perceived inadequacy of a question was the mental action involved not being specific enough to prevent off-target answers. The third is a set of proven metacognitive procedures for (re)designing MQs: getting students to consult other learning agents as a way to promote intermental reflection; referring the mental action
involved to an open, autonomy promoting task; and making students account for its outcome.
In our opinion, all these findings have relevant implications for teaching. The use of instruments for obtaining explicit student feedback about the redesign of MQs can prove fruitful both for teachers and trainees alike. Teachers can adjust the pedagogical guidance provided to the evolving needs of trainees and these can come full circle in self-evaluating their translating, by assessing the redesign of instruments that they help to "co-construct". This student-centered redesign process can also benefit from the teacher bearing in mind preventively the metacognitively most significant cause for perceived inadequacies, as well as from him applying procedures for (re)designing MQs validated on the basis of student feedback.
We also believe that these findings represent contributions deserving further research in and through MQs, as used not only in translator and interpreter training but also in other related subjects. Such research could shed light on the relevance of student feedback about the redesign of MQs and highlight possible coincidences and differences in the questions perceived or not as being worth redesigning. It could also verify the validity of the above insight, as well as help to gain more insights into the factors causing questions to be perceived as inadequate.
Finally, it could confirm both the metacognitive effectiveness of the three procedures above and whether their (combined) application in open-ended questions targeting students' selfevaluation would promote their strategic awareness.
